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THE IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION QUESTIONS
IN HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT:
AUDIENCE PERSPECTIVES
Fahad Al-Ruwaished, Ed.D.
Western Michigan University, 1993
The

purpose

of

this

study

was

to

investigate

and

explore how the perception and focus of human resources de
velopment

(HRD)

evaluation relates to different audiences

and clients, and to make recommendations to individuals and
organizations involved in designing, developing, and imple
menting HRD evaluation.
Input,

Process,

The study used the CIPP

and Product)

evaluation model

(Context,
to opera

tionally define the kinds of evaluation questions as depen
dent variables.

The study independent variable was the or

ganizational role,

operationally defined as simulated HRD

audiences, i.e., CEOs, managers, trainers, and trainees.
The 'human

resources

evaluation questionnaire

(HREQ)

was developed by the researcher to measure the perceived
importance of evaluation questions.

The questionnaire went

through three stages of development resulting in a reliable
and valid measure of the dependent variables.

The study

sample consisted of seventy-three graduate level students
attending

the

Human

Resources

Development

program

at

Western Michigan University.
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The findings of the study were based on the testing of
four hypotheses.

The hypotheses were tested by ANOVA one

way analysis of variance.

The results of the data analysis

provided no evidence that the role of HRD audiences influ
ences

the

perceived

importance

of evaluation

questions.

The four dependent measures were substantially correlated.
Based on the findings of the study, it was concluded
that there appears to be a high relationship among the four
types of categories in the CIPP evaluation model.

The HRD

practitioners perceived all information to be important for
their evaluation.

The HREQ instrument can be utilized as

planning tool for HRD evaluation.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Evaluation is a systematic process to determine the
worth,

value,

1981).

Evaluation refers to the activity of systematically

collecting,

or

meaning

analyzing,

of

programs

(Joint

Committee,

and reporting information to spe

cific identifiable interest groups for the purpose of mak
ing decisions.

This definition focuses on gathering infor

mation that is meant to be used for program improvement and
decision making

(Alkin,

1990).

The definition indicated

systematic which means that the evaluation must be planned.
This plan

should be aimed at obtaining

information that

will answer specific questions of a specified potential au
dience .
Evaluation of programs is conducted for many purposes
or decisions.

Evaluators often design either a formative

and/or summative evaluation system.

Formative evaluation

is defined as ongoing evaluation that focuses on the imple
mentation of the program.

It improves the effectiveness of

a specific program while it is in the implementation stage.
Program directors can modify program elements on the basis
of this feedback.

Summative evaluation on the other hand,

is defined as outcome evaluation designed to improve future

1
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but similar programs.

The purpose of summative evaluation

is to describe the flow of activities,
of goals and objectives

(Scriven,

and the achievement

1967).

Thus,

the audi

ence for formative evaluation is primarily internal, while
the potential audiences for summative evaluation are pri
marily external to the program.
In addition to the

formative/summative

distinction,

several models have been generated to describe the ques
tions that focus on evaluation.

The CIPP evaluation model

was designed to provide both formative and summative data
as elaborated by Stufflebeam in the late 1960s and will be
the basis for discussion in this study.
CIPP model,

According to the

there are four categories of foci to consider

in evaluation:

Context,

Input,

Process,

and Product.

looks at evaluation as the process of planning,

It

obtaining

and providing useful information for judging decision al
ternatives at four distinct phases of program development
(Stufflebeam, 1974).
The entire focus of the CIPP model is improving the
effectiveness of educational programs by providing a frame
work to analyze the type of information needed in relation
to

the

Context

phase

of

program

evaluation

is

implementation

concerned

with

(Galvin,

1983).

identifying

the

strengths and weaknesses of a program to provide informa
tion about needs,
identify and

problems and opportunities

judge objectives.

in order to

Input evaluation

is in
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tended to look at program strategies, and provide informa
tion for an existing program in order to assess whether or
not the program will work for the organization's benefit.
Process

evaluation

focuses

on the

implementation of the

program to provide feedback about the program activities.
Product evaluation deals with attainment of objectives.

It

provides information for determining whether objectives are
being

achieved

and

whether

the

procedures

achieve them should be continued,

employed

to

modified or terminated

(Galvin, 1983; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 1985).
Although theoretical evaluation models have been for
mulated to assure comprehensive designs,

in practice pro

grams are rarely evaluated in such a way that the data pro
vide adequate information on the effectiveness of programs
or the ways they can be

improved.

Evaluators

are often

told that their evaluation can not be used because of bu
reaucratic relationships and conflict.
only

be

used

if

Evaluation often

management

really

The evaluation can
wants

the

data.

seems to be too late to be useful,

full of jargon to be understood,
user reading time available.

too

and too lengthy for the

Therefore, evaluators need to

learn that they must be useful to others.

They must under

stand the political system in which evaluation occurs, and
the information needs of decision makers who utilize evalu
ation

(Phillips,

1983).

Quality evaluation must take into

consideration not only the phase of program implementation,
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but also decision-maker needs.
Human Resources Development
Human

resources

development

(HRD)

is

a topic

fre

quently discussed in training and development literature.
Many prescriptive models have been developed for conducting
HRD evaluation, but little is known about the effectiveness
of HRD programs.

HRD as Nadler

(1980)

explains,

can be

constructed as "Training" when its primary purpose is to
improve current job performance,
mary purpose

is

"Education" when its pri

to help personnel

advance

to

different

jobs, and "Development" when it aims to strengthen the or
ganization through benefiting the individuals.
The bottom line of almost all HRD programs according
to Brinkerhoff
other

words,

(1987)
the

is the organizational benefits,

impact

Organizational benefits
forms;

high morale,

organization,

of

HRD

on

the

in

organization.

can be measured in a variety of

low turnover,

more commitment to the

and above all an increase in productivity.

It is important to understand that some HRD programs bene
fit

the

organization

through

on the

job

application

of

skills, knowledge, and attitude, but this is not always the
aim of the HRD program
two examples

(Brinkerhoff,

1987).

illustrate this difference.

The following
An HRD program

can aim to improve the efficiency of the sales force over a
given period of time.

Once the sales people learn the new
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skills,
sales,

knowledge,

and attitudes

required to make

these

the benefit to the organization is an increase in

productivity

(Hamblin,

1974).

The other example is a re

tirement training program to increase skills and knowledge
in retirement planning.

This type of training might not

benefit the organization directly however, it shows the in
dividuals that the company cares, which ultimately leads to
more

commitment

(Brinkerhoff,

and

1987).

loyalty

towards

the

organization

Consequently, HRD programs have a va

riety of criteria that can be applied in evaluations.
Evaluation Within the HRD Context
The success of many human resource programs has been
measured in terms of the number of participants

involved

not with respect to the stated goals and objectives of the
program.

Human resource developers generally agree that

the problem of accurate and effective evaluation is both
complex and far from a satisfactory solution

(Fast, 1975).

The question is not whether evaluation of training is pos
sible or impossible,

but how systematic and comprehensive

evaluation can be carried out and by whom and for whom.
While
groups,

evaluation

is

important

for

many

interest

most people think of evaluating HRD as examining

the effects training has had on people and their perfor
mance

(Camp, Blanchard,

& Huszczo,

1986).

HRD evaluation

literature does not deal with the issue of audience,

but
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uses other foci of evaluation.
seen

as

a

dimension

of

Most HRD evaluations are

KirkpatrickUs

According to Kirkpatrick

evaluation

model.

(1975), there are four levels to

consider in evaluating training; reaction, learning, behav
ior, and result

(Kirkpatrick, 1975).

The design of an evaluation as suggested by Worthen
and Sanders

(1987) should begin with the identification of

all parties who will be affected by the evaluation data.
Evaluation always involves multiple and diverse audiences,
therefore,

an evaluation planned and conducted to meet the

information needs of identified audiences is more likely to
be used.

Identification of audiences

and clients would

help evaluators think broadly of the purpose that might be
served in providing them with the evaluation information,
and to determine what information each audience needs and
will use (Brinkerhoff,

1987).

Most evaluations are of concern to multiple audiences,
and each audience can be expected to raise a number of dif
ferent

issues

concerning

the

object

to

be

evaluated.

Standards of evaluation practice suggest that the scope and
selection of information should address questions about the
object of the evaluation,
and

interests

of

and be responsive to the needs

specified

audiences

(Joint

Committee,

1981) .
No one evaluation should attempt to evaluate every
thing about the HRD programs.

Rather, Worthen and Sanders
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(1987) suggest it should evaluate those aspects of the pro
gram that would yield the information required to meet the
audiences' needs and purposes.
tion purpose

is to determine what parts of the training

need revision,
be assessed.

For example, if the evalua

participantsU reaction and learning should
But if the purpose of the evaluation is to

decide whether a training program is worth keeping, results
and outcomes to the organization should be assessed.
The evaluation literature indicates that there are po
tentially three basic interest groups for any evaluation.
Those groups are the clients, the stakeholders, and the au
dience.

The client is the specific agency or individual

who requests the evaluation. Stakeholders are those who may
be affected by the evaluation results.

Audiences are those

individuals, groups, and agencies who have interest in the
evaluation and receive its results.

Sponsors and clients

are

(Worthen

usually

the

primary

audiences

&

Sanders,

1987).

In HRD, the audience may be the CEO of the organi

zation,

the

HRD manager,

would always be

or the HRD trainer.

stakeholders

Trainees

in an HRD evaluation.

The

possibility of different audience groups would suggest that
the evaluation may have different foci.

These groups may

have

in the HRD pro

systematically different

interests

grams, or as Brinkerhoff suggests they may all have a com
mon "bottom line."
Audience and clients have not been addressed in the
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HRD literature.

The objective of the study is to investi

gate whether the type of evaluation questions and informa
tion regarding the HRD effort have different importance to
audiences and clients depending upon their role in the or
ganization.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of evaluation and the identification of
audiences should be one of the most important elements of
the whole process of HRD evaluation.

However,

most HRD

evaluation literature focuses on reaction and learning of
participants suggesting a common value for program success,
whereas evaluation theory and standards focus more and more
on audience and clients and how they perceive the informa
tion needed.
grams,

In evaluating human resource development pro

the audiences

can be the person who delivers the

training, HRD managers, and CEO of the company.

But it is

unknown whether these audiences have systematically differ
ent perspectives on the value of information for decision
making.
This study investigated whether the priorities of the
focusing questions of an evaluation depend upon audience
role in the organization.

More specifically,

the purpose

of this study was to investigate and explore how the per
ception and focus of HRD evaluation relates to different
audiences and clients.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The
rapidly

development
over

strategies
have been

the

for

of

past

evaluation

three

models

decades.

has

More

expanded

models

and

improving the effectiveness of evaluation

and continue to be developed.

The evaluation

literature can provide a number of useful concepts for the
articulation of the question "How does one do evaluation?"
First, what is evaluation,

second why one does evaluation,

and third how does one make judgments.

Some of the termi

nology developed by evaluation has been accepted by a wide
range of authors and is common to all applied evaluation
literature.

Other languages have been developed specifi

cally by proponents of one system of evaluation or authors.
The common languages set out broad issues of agreement and
disagreement.
Three

dichotomies

of

concepts

over-ride

all

unique

evaluation models and speak to the broad question of how
evaluation is completed.
mative

or

merit/worth

what
or

sort
how

These issues are formative/ sum
of

questions

judgments

should

should
be

be

made,

asked,
and

pact/product or what focus the evaluation should have.

im
The

last issue represents the one that generates the most dis9
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agreement in the field possibly because it is the vaguest.
This
evaluation
text.

chapter

clarifies

literature

the distinction between

the

and evaluation within the HRD con

It opens with an introduction of the different types

of evaluation:

formative and summative evaluations,

sponsive evaluation,

re

the CIPP evaluation model; the use of

terms merit and worth in evaluation; and evaluation impact.
Audience identification, models and goals of HRD evaluation
are also discussed.
Evaluation of Theoretical Literature
Scriven (1967) introduced the terms formative and sum
mative evaluation which have received considerable atten
tion in the research and literature since their introduc
tion.

Formative evaluation is the process to obtain data

in order to revise programs to make them more efficient and
effective.
and

Such activities are oriented toward feedback

developmental

assistance

which

occur

prior

to

full

field implementation of programs.
Summative evaluation refers to the activities that are
conducted after the field implementation of programs.
purpose is to determine the effectiveness,
value of the programs.

The

efficiency, and

The activities of summative evalua

tion are oriented toward the impact of programs,

such as

the impact of training, cost savings, and return on invest
ment

(Scriven,

1967).

This early distinction between the
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formative and summative evaluation provided evaluators with
a mechanism

for

selecting appropriate

criteria

for data

collection.

This separation provided the evaluators with

why one does evaluation, who will use the results, and how
they will use those results.

This distinction concerns the

major use of the information, but does not provide a basis
for selecting specific focusing questions for the evalua
tion .
Stake

(1975) developed and presented responsive evalu

ation which is less concerned with the objectives of the
program.

Stake

(1975) prefers to view evaluation as a way

to perform a service that can be useful to specific audi
ences.

Responsive evaluation suggests that in order for

the evaluation to be useful, evaluators should know the in
terests and the language of their audiences.

The evaluator

should have a good sense of for whom he/she is working and
the information needs of the audiences for whom the evalua
tion is being done.

It provides information that is rele

vant to the audience needs and utilization.
Evaluation can serve many different purposes,
ample,

to document events

(the summative role), or to aid

in decision making and facilitate remediation
tive role).

for ex

(the forma

The purpose of any given evaluation should be

determined by the different information needs of different
audiences.
evaluation.

There are many steps in conducting responsive
The evaluator begins with the identification
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of audiences

and program staff to gain a sense of their

posture with respect to the purpose of evaluation.
result,

the

evaluator places

As a

limits on the scope of the

program that need to be evaluated, and begins to conceptu
alize

the

problems

that

the

evaluation

should

address

(Stake, 1975).
Stufflebeam

(1974),

evaluation model.
levels

As

of evaluation

in the 1960s,

developed the CIPP

explained earlier,
within this model:

Process,

and Product.

identify

the

Context,

four

Input,

Context evaluation is intended to

strengths

needs and objectives.

there are

and weaknesses

of

the programs’

Input evaluation is intended to look

at program strategies,

and provide information for an ex

isting program in order to assess whether or not the pro
gram will work for the organization's benefit.
the practices,
with respect

procedures,

and

to meeting the

method for this evaluation.

schedules

Reviewing

of the program

specified objectives

is the

Process evaluation focuses on

the implementation of the program to provide feedback about
the program activities.

The methods for process evaluation

are also varied and depend on the objectives. The evaluator
might review the program materials, and observe the activ
ity

while

the

program

is

in

the

implementation

stage.

Product evaluation deals with attainment of objectives.

It

provides information for determining whether objectives are
being

achieved

and

whether

the

procedures

employed

to

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

achieve them should be continued, modified or terminated.
Methods for product evaluation consist of surveying a se
lected sample of the participants,

asking how the program

has influenced their work, and observing the performance of
participants.

In general,

forming objectives,

context evaluation assists in

input evaluation aids in program plan

ning, process evaluation guides implementation, and product
evaluation

helps

in

recycling

Stufflebeam & Shinkfield,

decisions

1985).

(Galvin,

1983;

While different groups

may be involved, the focus of the CIPP evaluation model is
on internal program development and it results, rather than
the interest of parties.
Unlike other models,

the CIPP evaluation model is a

future oriented model for decision-making activities
& Michael,

1981).

It is also worth mentioning,

CIPP model has some weaknesses.

For example,

(Isaac

that the

evaluation

does not always provide all information upon which to base
a decision;

evaluation

for

the

sake of

decision

making

might miss the opportunity for greater impact; and evalua
tion results or information are always subject to varying
interpretations

(Brinkerhoff, 1981).

Guba and Lincoln
provided by Scriven

(1981), using an initial distinction

(1967), argued that evaluation involves

both describing and judging activities to place a value on
programs being evaluated.
or worth.

Value can be described as merit

They both mean value, but there is a distinction
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between them.

For clarification, consider gold as an exam

ple to differentiate between the two terms.

Gold might be

judged for merit on its beauty that permits it to be fash
ioned

into

such

things

as

jewelry,

whereas

it might

be

judged for worth in the trading market.
Evaluation of merit is made in terms of criteria that
are relatively stable over time.
the

literature

of a field.

These criteria come from

Evaluation of worth is made

with criteria that may alter rapidly with changing condi
tions.
from

These criteria in contrast to merit criteria come
individual

audience

or

context

perspectives.

One

strategy of evaluation is to determine the merit of a pro
gram in a number of different situations and then to de
scribe its worth in each of those different contexts.
According to Guba and Lincoln

(1981),

ways to determine the merit of programs.

there are two

First, by deter

mining the degree to which it conforms to certain standards
as dictated by outside agencies.

Second, by comparing the

program with other programs within the same class or level.
The first is called absolute merit evaluation, and the sec
ond is called comparative evaluation.
hand,

Worth, on the other

is determined by comparing the programs' outcomes to

selected
1981) .

sets
The

of external

requirements

(Guba & Lincoln,

importance of the merit/worth distinction is

that it clearly shows that different values may be ascribed
to an object.
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Evaluation impact has been used differently by many
authors within the fields of applied evaluation and lacks
the

common use and precision of the merit and worth di

chotomy.
pact

as

whether

Rossi and Freeman (1989) discussed evaluation im
an

effort

the

to

proposed

establish
program has

causality
its

to

intended

determine
effects.

Impact evaluations might be used to test the most effective
ways to develop and integrate the various program elements.
Impact evaluation compares targeted measures that re
sult

from an

intervention with the same measures

control or nonintervention situation.

from a

Comparisons might be

examined between measures of the behaviors of individuals
and conditions,
have

occurred

Freeman,

or between measures of outcomes that would
in

1989) .

the

absence

of

intervention

(Rossi

&

It is important to note that impact evalu

ation usually concerns broad goals not specific objectives
of a program.
Audience Identification

Evaluation models are differentiated on the basis of
their primary organizers.
discussior.

of

audience

However, all models include some
or

clients.

Posavac

and

Carey

(1992) view evaluation as a goal based effort for determin
ing whether

the

stakeholders.

program meets the needs

of

clients

and

Evaluation is perceived as a tool to help
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clients find discrepancies between the goals and the needs
of the target population.
usually

begins

stakeholders.

with

the

Clients

An effective evaluation plan
identification

and

those who are personally

stakeholders

of
are

clients
defined

and
as

involved in the program or af

fected by the quality of the program.
In planning an evaluation, program participants should
be identified as one of the first sources of information.
Participants who receive a service are often in a good po
sition to provide information about its many aspects. They
are the most knowledgeable people about their current sta
tus, and can provide self assessments for a variety of di
mensions .
Program staff are the second source of information.
They are trained to assess participants'

improvement and

how well programs are being managed, and thus they can pro
vide good data for program evaluation.

Therefore, evalua

tors need to recognize that program evaluation is an evalu
ation

of

participant

(Posavac & Carey,

improvement

1992) .

and

staff performance

Evaluation of staff performance

is not the same thing as having the staff evaluate the par
ticipants or the program.

Evaluation of staff performance

would consist of the supervisor of the staff evaluating how
well they implemented the program.
Nevo

(1974) conducted a study that focused on how edu

cation audiences perceived the

importance of evaluation,
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and what type of information is available to them.

One of

the purposes of the study focused on identifying the audi
ences

of

teachers,

evaluation

in

and students),

the

school

system

(principals,

and what type of information they

perceived as the most appropriate to be considered for the
development of an evaluation system using the CIPP and for
mat ive/summative evaluation models.

Based on the findings

of the study, the scope of the evaluation and how audiences
perceived evaluation were the two criteria suggested to be
used in choosing an evaluation system.

In the data analy

sis there was a significant interaction between the avail
ability of information for the data obtained from students
and principals.
teacher group.
of

information,

No

interaction effect was

found in the

With regard to the differential importance
the

results

of the

study suggested that

there was a difference between the relative importance stu
dents and principals attached to formative/summative evalu
ation.

No difference was found for the teacher group.

The evaluators are always focusing on clients and au
dience needs and concerns.

Some audiences want to see in

formation related to the achievement of objectives, another
audience wishes to influence service decisions.

Therefore,

an evaluation should begin with audience identification and
the information needs of those audiences.
"Audience

involved in or affected by the evaluation

should be identified, so that their needs can be addressed"
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(Joint Committee,

1981,

p.

21) .

In the list of profes

sional criteria to be used to judge evaluation,

audience

identification is the first standard for evaluation, conse
quently the most
concern

to

important one.

multiple

Most evaluations are of

audiences,

and each

is expected

to

raise a number of different issues concerning the object to
be evaluated.

Since some audiences will usually be more

important than others, some weighting of their input may be
necessary.
evaluators

Identification of audience and clients helps
think

broadly

of

the

purpose

that

might

be

served in providing them with the evaluation information,
and to determine what

type of

information each audience

needs and will use (Worthen & Sanders, 1987).
It is important to note that the choice of evaluation ■
data sources depends on the type of decision to be made on
the

basis

of

that

information.

Therefore,

evaluators

should strive to use information from multiple sources in
order to have a valid and useful evaluation.
Models and Goals of HRD Evaluation
Government

agencies,

industrial

firms,

and

educa

tional institutions are placing more and more emphasis on
the need to develop their human resources.

This pressure

is enlarging the role and responsibility of training and
development

professionals,

providing experiences,

particularly with

processes,

respect

to

and programs that will
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lead to individual and organizational development
1975) .

(Lippitt,

Too often HRD programs have not followed logical

steps in their design and development.
looking for problems

(Phillips,

They are solutions

1983) .

In the last

few

years more and more emphasis is being placed on evaluating
the results of HRD programs.

The stated goals of evalua

tion are to improve the HRD programs, to provide feedback
to

program planners

trainees

skills,

and

instructors,

knowledge

and

and to assess

attitudes

the

(Swierczek

&

Carmichael, 1985) .
However,

evaluation of HRD may not be meeting these

broad goals.

The literature indicates that there are only

a few reports of successful HRD evaluations.

Several au

thors have categorized and defined the large number of HRD
evaluation models and procedures, but these models do not
specifically include the diverse information needs for mul
tiple audiences,

and the

focus and scope of these audi

ences .
Audience identification for human resources evaluation
requires

careful

consideration.

Two

primary

questions

should be asked: Who must be satisfied with the evaluation;
and on whom will the evaluation have impact?

Answers to

both questions will provide an initial list of clients and
audiences.

Each audience will have its own needs relative

to the information desired.
operational

decisions,

Some want information to make

others

need

just to be

informed.
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Phillips

(1983)

suggests that the most important audiences

are the HRD managers and staff.
tion about program results.

They must receive informa

The program designer and de

veloper must have the information on the program's effec
tiveness.

This

is necessary

so that adjustments

can be

made for operational decisions if the program is to be re
peated in the future

(Phillips, 1983).

Trainees need feedback on the overall success of the
HRD effort. Funding agencies and sponsors are also impor
tant because they are responsible for the allocation of re
sources; they need information to help justify the expendi
tures.

Professional organizations and other stakeholders

need to be

informed about the HRD programs results in a

more general way so they can build respect for the HRD ac
tivities in the eyes of employees (Phillips, 1983).
Audience and clients can play an important role in es
tablishing the evaluation purposes, presenting issues that
need to be addressed, and identifying decisions that are to
be made.

They can help influence specific evaluation ob

jectives,

design,

such

information,

and strategies.
an

evaluator

may

For instance,
conduct

a

without

summative

evaluation when perhaps the client really needs a formative
evaluation.
The process of identifying the audience and clients
that should receive various aspects of information should
occur at the planning stage of HRD evaluation.

This pro
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cess can be done by relating the evaluation questions to be
addressed to the potential users of the information.
following

section

will present

two

The

important HRD models

that have been discussed in the general evaluation litera
ture;

one

developed

by

Kirkpatrick

(1975),

and

one

by

Brinkerhoff (1987).
Kirkpatrick

(1975) developed an evaluation model that

is based on three major assumptions.

First, there are four

levels for HRD evaluation: reaction, learning, behavior and
results.

These levels have been accepted as standards by

many practitioners with minor modification.

Second,

the

four levels are arranged in the order of the value of in
formation to be gained through evaluation.

Third, there is

a causal correlation between the four levels of evaluation.
If trainees react favorably, they will probably learn more,
if they learn more, they will probably change their behav
ior and if they change their behavior, the usual indices of
performance will improve (Newstrom, 1978).
Level I: Reaction can be defined as how well the par
ticipant liked the program.

It is important to determine

how people feel about the program because individuals are
motivated in different ways.

Trainees who liked the HRD

program are more likely to benefit from it.

Analyzing par

ticipants' perceptions of and reactions to the program in
terms of content,

presentation and methods of instruction

can suggest ways of making improvement to the program.
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It

can also provide valuable information for improving future
programs.
A common and effective way to evaluate participant re
action is the reaction sheet.

The human resource developer

can design a reaction sheet in a tabulated form which can
allow open-ended comments to be written for additional re
action
ering

(Kirkpatrick,
data

on

the

1975).

The second way involves gath

emotional

acceptance

of the

material

taught using a rating scale (Braun, 1979).
Level II: Learning can be defined as principles, facts
and skills which are understood and absorbed by the partic
ipants of the HRD program.

It is generally agreed that the

primary value of any HRD program is gaining new skills of
job operation and attaining new knowledge to improve the
participants' effectiveness.

The purpose of evaluation in

terms of learning is to determine what changes in skills,
knowledge and attitudes occurred as a result of participa
tion in the HRD program

(Kirkpatrick,

1975).

Successful

HRD evaluation in terms of learning is often measured by a
pre-post examination.

Participation in and outcomes of in-

class training can serve as a substitute for the pre-post
course examination (Newstrom, 1978).
Level
changes

in

III:

Behavior

job behavior

(Kirkpatrick,

1975) .

evaluation
as a result

can

be

defined

as

of the HRD program

The objectives of most HRD programs

are to change behavior in such a way that observable behav
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ior

will

occur

outside

the

learning

environment.

Evaluation in terms of behavior is an extremely difficult
matter to deal with.
meaningful

criteria

This is attributed to the lack of
for

judging on the

job application.

This type of evaluation is usually achieved by defining the
performance objectives

of the HRD program.

Participants

should understand that the task of the HRD program is to
improve their job performance
In order

(Couch & Strohler, 1971).

to accomplish the behavior objective,

the

participants must commit themselves to specific objectives
on how they will apply what they have learned in the pro
gram and to send a progress report within a specified time
after the program.
material
amount

in the

of

time

These objectives must be related to the

program
for

the

(Morrisey & Wellstead,
Level

IV:

and there must
application

be a sufficient

of

the

objectives

1980).

Results

can be stated in terms of impact

such as higher productivity,

changes in attitude,

creases in interest and loyalty (Kirkpatrick, 1975).

and in
There

are a number of benefits in measuring the results of the
HRD program:
behavior,

(a) to justify if the program helps to change

(b) to judge if the HRD program produces impacts

on the organization,

and

(c) to offer the human resource

developers an opportunity to demonstrate to management the
importance of the HRD intervention in relation to the fi
nancial

health

of

the

organization

(Trapnell,

1984;
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Salinger & Deming, 1982).
Unfortunately, measurement of results and impact is a
very difficult task. Many factors can complicate the pro
cess

in

evaluating

the

results

of

the

HRD

program.

Measuring results requires considerable front-end analysis
to determine if desired objectives such as changes in atti
tudes,

reduction in grievances or increasing loyalty were

achieved
(1975)

(Brandenberg,

1982).

Therefore,

and others have indicated,

as Kirkpatrick

it is recommended that

human resource developers evaluate in terms of reaction,
learning and behavior.
Undoubtedly, the four preceding aspects of HRD evalua
tion are important, but there is either a misuse or redefi
nition

of

evaluation

terms

such

as

evaluation

impact.

Further, because the four measures occur after the HRD in
tervention,

there is also no explicit use for improvement

of programs (formative evaluation).
Brinkerhoff (1987), expanded Kirkpatrick's (1975) four
levels of evaluation with the development of a Six Stage
HRD evaluation model.
the key elements
worth.

In evaluating HRD programs one of

of the model

is to focus

on merit

and

According to Brinkerhoff merit is the determination

of how well programs are done.

It is the determination of

program impact on the organization, which is substantially
different from standard use of the terms.
sented by

stages

2,

3 and

4,

Merit is repre

while worth,

on the

other
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25
hand,

is represented by stages 1, 5 and 6.

The process of

conducting a comprehensive HRD evaluation is outlined in
Figure 1 which depicts each one of the six stages beginning
at needs assessment.

Needs
Assessment

Program
Design

Program
Implementation

ii

Organizational
Benefits

On the Job
Application

Immediate
Outcomes

Figure 1. Six Stage Model by Brinkerhoff (1987).

Stage 1 is needs assessment.

The evaluation at this

stage is to look at the importance of the problem, and how
needs can make a difference to the individual and to the
organization as well.

Needs assessment is the process to

facilitate evaluation.

The datum required to evaluate this

stage is specification of program objectives.

It is impos

sible to conduct a proper evaluation of results without
paying careful attention to the objectives of the program.
Stage 2 is program design.

HRD programs are designed

to meet certain goals and objectives.

The evaluator should

seek data regarding the input, process,

and output.

The

outputs of the HRD program will enable the evaluator to
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measure

changes

in personal

characteristics

in order to

recognize the impact of the HRD.
Stage 3 is program implementation. It assesses the HRD
program while

it is

in operation.

The evaluator should

seek data regarding the activities and achievement of the
enabling objectives of the program.

The data should also

highlight the strengths and weakness of the program while
it is in operation
Stage
learning.

(formative role).

4 is concerned with the immediate outcomes or
In conducting a HRD program, the underlying as

sumption is that the participants in the program will learn
specific skills, knowledge, and attitudes, otherwise, there
would be no point in investing the time, money and energy
to design and implement a program.

Data required for this

stage were the assessment of skills,

knowledge and atti

tudes .
Stage 5 is on the job application.
this

An evaluation of

stage is the observation of how much of the skills,

knowledge and attitudes are being applied to the job situa
tion.

Data required for this stage should be dealing with

changes in behavior.
Stage 6 is organizational benefits.

This stage is di

rectly related to Stage 1 needs and objectives.
definite
Program

linkage
results

between

can be

HRD

stated

objectives
in terms

and

There is a
results.

of how well the

training objectives were achieved (Brinkerhoff,

1987; Kohn
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& Parker,

1975) .

The evaluator should seek data regarding

the impact of the HRD program on the organization and also,
the financial costs and benefits of the HRD program.

This

type of data are applied to determine whether the HRD pro
gram

makes

economic

sense

(Brinkerhoff,

1987/

Kohn

&

Parker, 1975; Phillips, 1983).
Brinkerhoff expanded Kirkpatrick's

(1975)

dimensions

to include stages of formative evaluation for instructional
design.

Thus, he has accurately used one of the standard

concepts of evaluation.
(1975),

Stage

learning;

4

With regard to Kirkpatrick's model

immediate

Stage 5 on the

outcomes

relate

job application

to

Level

is the

II

same as

Level III behavior; and Stage 6 organizational benefits is
Level

IV

results.

In

relation

to

the

CIPP

model,

Brinkerhoff's Stage 1 needs assessment falls under Context
evaluation; Stage 2 program design falls under Input; Stage
3 falls under Process; and Stages 4,5, and 6 all fall under
Product

evaluation.

Kirkpatrick

(1975)

But

neither Brinkerhoff

(1987)

nor

explicitly show the focusing capabili

ties of different audiences for an evaluation.
Summary of the Chapter
Evaluation is not an easy process.

The evaluator must

design an evaluation system that puts the data in proper
perspective.

If the evaluation is to be used solely for

rewarding the

instructors'

or the trainees'

performance,
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the

evaluation plan

hand,

can be quite

simple.

On the

other

if the evaluation seeks the causes for success and

failure,

the plan must be more comprehensive.

resources development,

For human

evaluation must have a significant

role in the overall process of the human resource
tions.

Therefore,

func

human resource developers need to have

an understanding of the evaluation process in order to pro
vide better quality programs

(Brandenburg, 1982).

The evaluation process is concerned with how the human
resource developers are meeting the objectives of the HRD
program.

It provides feedback to determine whether the HRD

programs are relevant to the identified needs of the orga
nization,

and to the people who are concerned with meeting

those neecs

(Hamblin,

1974 ; Nadler,

1980) .

One way for

the HRD evaluator to insure that the evaluation will serve
some practical purpose is to identify the clients and audi
ences and determine what they need to know and why they
need to know it.

The case for evaluation is based on the

promise that people will,
upon information.
services

will

be

if they can, make changes based

Therefore,
more

decisions about programs or

rational

if

available when needed (House, 1977).

good

information

is

Human resource devel

opers need to know if an instructor is effective, materials
are readable, facilities are adequate, and trainees are us
ing what

they learned on the

job.

Therefore,

audiences

have specific information needs when it comes to HRD and
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evaluation (Bakken & Bernstein, 1982).
Good evaluation depends on the identification of im
portant audiences and the development of a format that will
both

appeal

to

and

convince

(Worthen & Sanders, 1987) .

the

evaluation's

An evaluation must meet the in

formation needs of its several audiences.
example,

audience

Instructors,

for

may need information to help them improve their

training skills;

trainees need feedback on how well they

have mastered the HRD objectives; HRD designers may need
information to revise a program; and managers may need in
formation on how HRD works on the job (Brinkerhoff, 1987).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to investigate and ex
plore how the focus of HRD evaluations might be influenced
by different audiences and clients, and to develop recom
mendations to individuals and organizations involved in de
signing, developing,

and implementing HRD evaluation based

on the findings.
This chapter presents the procedures used in conduct
ing the study.

It includes the identification and descrip

tion of variables, the instrument development process, the
validity study and pilot test, the simulation development,
hypotheses*,

the experimental design and data collection,

and data analysis procedure.

The results of this

study

will assist HRD evaluators to decide what types of informa
tion may be needed to satisfy the needs of various client
groups.
Identification and Description of Variables
The independent variable in this study was the role o f .
clients and audiences in organizations.

Clients and audi

ences are individuals and groups who have interest in the
HRD evaluation and receive its results.

While audience may

30
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be operationalized in a number of different ways, the con
text of this study
the variable.

limited the operationalization of

In evaluating HRD programs, the audience and

clients are most
HRD

(HRD)

managers,

likely to be the CEOs of the companies,

those

who

deliver

the

program,

and

the

trainees who attend the training sessions.
The dependent variables were the ratings of the impor
tance of the phase evaluation questions specified by the
CIPP model.

The CIPP evaluation model provided the levels

of criteria used in this study rather than the evaluation
components in the Kirkpatrick or Brinkerhoff models because
of the comprehensiveness of the CIPP evaluation model which
covers all major aspects of evaluation.
types of evaluation categories
Process, and Product).

involved

There were four
(Context,

Input,

Ratings of the importance of evalu

ation questions in each of these areas provided a compre
hensive picture of the information needs for each audience.

Instrument Development
There is very little evidence to suggest which kind of
evaluation questions should receive the highest priority in
evaluating HRD programs either within a single organization
across

client types or across several organizations with

the client type held constant.

No investigations of this

question have been performed to date,

and no instrumenta

tion exists to investigate this question.

The human re
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sources

evaluation questionnaire

look at

the

(HREQ)

was developed to

importance of evaluation questions

perspectives of different audiences and clients.

from the
The pur

pose of the HREQ was to measure the importance of a set of
evaluation questions which comprehensively describe evalua
tion focused at each of the four phases of the CIPP model.
The

following section documents the procedures that were

used to develop the HREQ instrument, and the scoring system
developed to yield the measure of the four dependent vari
ables .
Instrument Plan

The

initial draft of the Human Resources Evaluation

Questionnaire

(HREQ) was developed from a pool of items de

scribing information on the CIPP evaluation model.

It con

tained forty-eight items drawn from item pools in the lit
erature to address the four categories of the CIPP evalua
tion. model

(Martin,

1980; Nevo,

1974) .

The item pool de

veloped by Nevo had been previously validated for school
personnel as representative of the CIPP model.

However,

the Martin pool was simply a list of optional evaluation
questions.

There were twelve items assigned to each cate

gory of evaluation by the researcher.
selecting twelve

items

The rationale for

for each category was to give an

equal weight to each evaluation category so that the in
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strument did not bias any particular phase of program de
velopment .

The rating scale designed for the instrument

required the participants to judge the importance of the
evaluation

questions

on

a five-point

Likert-type

scale.

The classification of items in the initial draft is pre
sented

in Table

items).
prior

1

(See Appendix A

for the

text

of the

The instrument went through two phases of revision

to

use

in

this

study.

Phase

one

was

a validity

study, where a panel of experts determined the relation of
the HREQ items to the CIPP model.

Phase two was the pilot

testing to give an estimate of reliability of each of the
four dependent variables.
Table 1
Classification of Items in the Initial Draft

Context

Input

1/2,4,8,
5, 6, 7, 9,
15,31,40, 10,13,14,
41,42,43, 17,19,22,
44,47
30,33

Process

Product

3,11,12,16,
21,23,27,
28,29,32,
38,46

18,20,24,
25,34,35,
36,37,39,
45,48

Panel of Experts; A Validity Study

Content validity refers to the extent to which the in
strument represents the content of the program (Phillips,
1983; Brown,

1983).

For the HREQ instrument,

content va
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lidity refers to the extent that items can be placed with
confidence

within each category that

evaluation model.
HREQ

items

relate to the CIPP

Low content validity would mean that the

did not

represent

a true

sample

of the CIPP

model or that some questions could not be put in a single
category.

High validity means that the HREQ items repre

sent a good balance of all the information presented in the
CIPP model categories.
A content validity panel was asked to judge how the
HREQ items relate to the CIPP model categories.

A letter

cosigned by the researcher and the advisor was sent to each
potential member of the panel of experts.

The cover letter

explained the purpose of the content validity and asked for
their assistance.
serve.

Five of the invited persons agreed to

One person declined because of a perceived lack of

experience with the CIPP model.
The judges were selected from the Evaluation Center at
Western Michigan University based on their practice with
and expertise in the CIPP evaluation model.
their academic credentials,

With regard to

the panel of experts was com

posed of two evaluation specialists who hold doctoral de
grees with an average of ten years of experience in evalua
tion and three doctoral

students specializing in evalua

tion .
The panel's task was to read each item and:
whether it fell under Content,

(1)

Check

Input, Process or Product,
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or whether it fell under more than one of the categories,
and,

(2)

Indicate whether the item was relevant from an

evaluation perspective.

The first task speaks to the va

lidity of the item in each of the four dependent variables,
while the

second validates the

questions.
rized

items

as good evaluation

It is possible for an item to be easily catego

and

yet

not

be

a

good

evaluation

question

(See

Appendix A for a replica of the panel instrument).
An

item that

agreement,

had

less

than three panel

members

or that was placed in two categories,

in

or that

yielded irrelevant data in the opinion of three panel mem
bers was

deleted from the instrument.

Eight

items were

found flawed by the panel and consequently deleted from the
pilot text revision of the instrument.

Some items

(e.g.,

items 31 and 41 in the Context category, items 17 and 33 in
the Input category,

and item 26 in the Product category)

were placed in more than one category by three or more of
the panel members.
the Process

Other items

category,

(e.g.,

items 3 and 32 in

and item 20 from Product category)

were found to be either unclear or irrelevant by at least
three panel members.
Pilot Test: An Estimate of Reliability

A pilot test was conducted prior to administering the
questionnaire in the research study.

Approval of the Human
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Subjects

Institutional Review Board was secured prior to

implementation of the pilot test.
pilot testing were:

(1)

tion packets, and (2)

The objectives for the

Clarification of items and simula
Calculation of an estimate of relia

bility of each of the four dependent variables.
A group of seventeen students from a Supervision class
at Western Michigan

University was chosen

test of the instrumentation.

for the pilot

They were graduate level stu

dents in Educational Leadership with an emphasis in admin
istration
script

not

HRD.

The

researcher

began

by

reading

a

(See Appendix B) that asked the students' permission

to participate,

and provided them with a set of questions

related to the content and clarification of items in the
questionnaire and the simulation packets.

Preliminary re

marks were similar but not exactly the same as the experi
mentation
simple

text because

the packets

called for more than

judgment of importance on the HREQ.

The students

were asked to make judgments of clarity of the items in ad
dition to their judgment

for item improvement.

dents were asked to play an HRD role
HRD manager,

or CEO) .

The stu

(trainee, HRD staff,

The directions on the questionnaire

asked the students to write next to each statement if they
could not understand the language or if it seemed unclear
to them,

and to

indicate

how

it could be

improved

(See

Appendix B ) .
The review of the frequency of the scale point used by
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the pilot group found that for twenty-three items only four
points of the scale

(2-5) were used, and for ten items only

three points of the scale (3-5) were used.

The use of only

a portion of the scale on thirty-three out of forty items
(82% of the
were

not

instrument)

differentiating

indicated that the participants
among the items.

Therefore,

a

change had to made on the scale of the questionnaire used
in the experiment.

The

initial scale used in the pilot

test was anchored by the words low importance and high im
portance.

The scale was revised so that, 1= important, and

5= critical

(See Appendix C for the final form of the in

strument) .
The scoring procedures for the HREQ was based on the
sum of weight assigned for each response for relevant items
(Brown,

1983) .

The overall score in each category of in

formation was the sum of the item responses divided by ten
(the number of items for each category) .

This procedure

would result in a mean score for each category for each of
the assigned roles on a five-point scale of importance.
Analysis of the data from the pilot test included both
reliability estimates of the measure of the dependent vari
able and the discrimination power of each item.

The esti

mate of reliability was based on the use of coefficient al
pha on four of the dependent variables.

Reliability refers

to the consistency within the item pool
Cronbach,

1970) .

(Anastasi,

1982;

Table 2 reports the results of such anal
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ysis.

The data indicated that the reliability of the in

strument was very respectable for the four dependent vari
ables .
Table 2
Reliability Coefficient for the Pilot Test

00

Coefficient
Alpha

•

Phase of
Evaluation Context

Input

.76

Process Product

.78

.70

A number of items that proved to be confusing or did
not meet the statistical criteria were revised.

The re

finement of the questionnaire was based on the statistical
item analysis and the suggestions of the participants.

An

item that had lower than -.1 item total correlation in the
item analysis

(the discrimination index) was revised in the

final form of the instrumentation.
not meet the criteria

Three items that did

(e.g. item 33 in the Context cate

gory, items 18 and 26 in the Product category) were revised
in the final form of the instrumentation.

Several items

were also revised based on the suggestions of the respon
dents.
Thus, the final form of the questionnaire was based on
the information obtained from the panel of experts and the
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39
item review.

A selection was made choosing forty items,

ten items for each category.

The classification of items

found valid by the panel of experts, and the pilot arrange
ment of items with the consequent new numbering system is
presented in Table 3.
Table 3
Change in Instrument After Item Review
Context

Input

Process

Product

11,12,16,
21,23,27,
28,29,38,
46

18,24,25, Appendix
34,35,36,
A
37,39,45,
48

P
A
N
E
L

1,2,4,8,
5,6,7,9,
15,40,42, 10,13,14,
43,44,47
19,22,30

P
I
ll
O
T

1/5,9,13, 3,7,11,15, 4,8,12,16,
17,21,25, 19,23,27,
20,24,28,
29,33,37 31,35,39
32,36,40

Found
in

2,6,10,14, Appendix
18,22,26,
30,34,38
B

Simulation Development
Job simulation is a method that involves the construc
tion of a task that simulates the activity in actual job
situation.

There are a variety of simulation techniques

such as task simulation,
cises,

case studies,

business

games,

and role playing.

in-basket exer
Each exercise is

designed to produce a work situation related to job dimen
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sion

(Phillips/

1983) .

This

is a simulation

study,

in

which the participants were provided with information that
simulated each audience as CEO,

HRD manager,

trainer,

or

trainee.
The simulation packets

(the independent variable ma

nipulation) went through development and pilot testing much
like the measure of the dependent variables.

They were de

veloped from a combination of real job advertisements in
the Training and Development Journal and Phillips
The participants

(1983).

in the pilot testing confirmed the lan

guage and the clarification of the role playing simulation
by

answering

the

following

questions:

(1)

Was

playing simulation clear for your HRD position;

the

role

(2) Was the

language of the material easy to understand, and how it can
be improved.
The rule for the role playing simulation revision was
to seek majority agreement of the respondents answering the
clarification questions.

There was a majority agreement, on

the CEO role which indicated that the role was clear for
their position.

There was also a majority agreement for

the HRD manager and staff roles.

As far as the trainees'

role, there was less agreement from the participants.

They

suggested the addition of more information to their role.
Consequently,

training history was added explaining to the

trainees that they had attended two different training ses
sions and that they were being asked to provides us with
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information

that

reflected the trainees'

point

of view.

Additional information was added to each of the roles as a
result of students' suggestions to include more information
and directions on how to carry out their role playing simu
lation.

The overall picture of the pilot test showed that

seventy-five percent of the participants indicated that the
role playing simulation was clear and understandable for
their position.

However,

to insure that the participants

in the experiment remembered their roles, two reminders of
their role assignment were placed in the HREQ.
The final forms of the role playing simulation were
one page

long,

which included their organizational role,

responsibilities and their rating task.

There were some

common elements in each of the simulations such as the or
ganization and the subject.
organizational

The differences were in the

role and responsibilities

(See Appendix D

for copies of simulation material).
Design and Data Collection
This simulation study was conducted in graduate level
classrooms which focus on HRD.

The reason for not select

ing real role incumbents was no previous research in the
area.

The researcher believed that through simulation we

can get as close to actual HRD experience at the decision
making level as possible without leaving the classroom, by
developing a scenario in which all organizations are iden
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tically equal, thereby elemenating potential across organi
zational confounds.

Common organizational setting is crit

ical in this sort of study.

If organizational size, prof

its, and other financial comparison were used for evalua
tions in real organizations, then no group would have had a
common basis on which to judge evaluation questions.
Operational Procedures
The target population were clients and audience who
are responsible for judgments to provide HRD programs with
information for developing their human resources as part of
the developmental process.

The participant pool for the

study were five HRD classes offered through the Educational
Leadership Department at Western Michigan University.

The

courses selected for the study were all the HRD courses of
fered in Winter 1993 schedule of classes; two sections of
Introduction to HRD, a section of Needs Assessment, and two
sections of Project Management.

The reason for selecting

only HRD courses was due to the fact that students who usu
ally enroll either hold or seek an HRD position.

Thus, the

participant pool had some grounding in the requirements of
each role.
A letter was sent to four professors asking them for
permission to include their students in the study ( See ap
pendix E) .

After a three to five day period, a telephone
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call was made to each professor to confirm agreement and to
arrange

a time and place

professors

for conducting the study.

agreed to participate.

All

The criterion of HRD

classes limited the potential pool of participants, but was
necessary

to

protect

the

validity

of the

study.

Four

packet types consisted of a questionnaire and a role state
ment .

Each packet was printed in a different color to al

low the coding of the independent variable.
The packets

of the questionnaire and role statement

were arranged in random order by role prior to initiating
the study in each class.

The researcher used a deck of

cards and assigned each role a suit, shuffled the cards and
began

randomly

ordering

the

simulation

roles.

For

in

stance, hearts were assigned the CEO category, each time a
heart was drawn from the deck the CEO packet was put into
the stack.

Before distributing the questionnaire from the

stack to the students,
mission

to participate

anonymity of the data.

a script was read asking their per
in the

study and to

confirm the

The time task for reading the simu

lation role and filling out the questionnaire was approxi
mately twenty minutes.

Hyp.Q-thes.es
In this study the following hypotheses were tested:
Hypothesis #1: The role of the audience in organiza
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tions

influences

the

perceived

importance

of evaluation

questions differently if the information is categorized as
Context information in the CIPP evaluation model.
Hypothesis #2: The role of the audience in organiza
tions

influences

the

perceived

importance

of evaluation

questions differently if the information is categorized as
Input information in the CIPP evaluation model.
Hypothesis #3: The role of the audience in organiza
tions

influences

the

perceived

importance

of evaluation

questions differently if the information is categorized as
Process information in the CIPP evaluation model.
Hypothesis #4: The role of the audience in organiza
tions

influences

the

perceived

importance

of evaluation

questions differently if the information is categorized as
Product information in the CIPP evaluation model.
Data Analysis Procedure

To determine the

importance of the evaluation ques

tions related to HRD programs, the participants were asked
to determine the
point scale where,

importance of each question on a five1= importance, and 5= critical, without

being cued as to the
The

relevant phase of evaluation work.

scoring procedures

for the HREQ was depended on the

category of the CIPP model for each item and the weight as
signed for each response

(Brown,

1983).

The overall score
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sum of item responses in each category of information was
divided by ten (the number of items for each category) that
would result in a mean score for each variable on a fivepoint scale of importance.

Differences could then be ob

served regarding the importance of the various categories
of information.
One-way analysis of variance was the statistical pro
cedure that was used to test the null form of four major
hypotheses.

The purpose of using this statistical proce

dure

analyze

was

to

the

four

levels of the

independent

variable separately and collectively in relation to the de
pendent variable; the importance of phase evaluation ques
tions

(Context, Input, Process, and Product).
The test statistic that was used in ANOVA is the F ra

tio of between groups variation and within group variation
using a .05 level of significance.

Rejecting the null hy

pothesis indicates that there is a significant difference
among the sample means but does not identify which of the
four means are different

(Hinkle, Wiersma,

& Jurs,

1988).

LSD multiple comparison procedure was applied to determine
which means were different from each other.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS OF THE STUDY
This chapter presents the results of the study,

in

cluding an overview of the study, the instrument character
istics,

testing

analysis.

of

the

hypotheses,

and

a

correlational

With regard to the central problem of the study,

no prior investigation has examined the influence that or
ganizational roles in the HRD field have on the perceived
importance of evaluation questions in the four categories
of the CIPP model or in any other models.

Most HRD evalua

tions focus on the reaction sheet of the trainees suggest
ing a common value for program success.

Whereas evaluation

theory focuses more on how audiences perceive the informa
tion needed.

The objective of this study was to investi

gate whether the type of evaluation questions regarding the
HRD effort has different importance to audiences depending
upon their role in the organization.
The findings of the study are presented based on the
testing of the four hypotheses.

Each hypothesis was tested

with data obtained from four different•audiences
manager, HRD staff, and trainee).

(CEO, HRD

The independent variable

in the study was the role of audiences and clients in orga-

46
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nizations.

The dependent variables were the ratings of im

portance of the phase evaluation questions.
The population of the study consisted of the audience
and clients
grams .

who are

The

data

responsible for evaluating

were

University classes.

collected

from

a

pool

HRD pro
of

five

The sample consisted of seventy-three

graduate students enrolled during the 1993 Winter Semester
at Western Michigan

University in the

five HRD

classes.

These students either hold or seek an HRD position.

There

were twenty-five students in the first Project Management
class,
first
one,

five in the second one,

seventeen students in the

Introduction to HRD class,
and eight

students

eighteen

in the

in Needs Assessment

second

class.

The

small number in two of the classes influence the overall
number of participants, thus restricted the sensitivity of
the design to differentiate between the role groups.

The

design

per

was

based

on

an

estimate of twenty

class or one hundred twenty participants.

students

The resultant

sample size of 60% of the potential pool made the design
less sensitive to differences between the groups.
Instrument Characteristics
The instrument used in the research resulted from ex
tensive development and pilot testing.
sisted of forty items,

The instrument con

ten items for each category.

The

panel of experts confirmed the validity of items related to
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the CIPP evaluation model.

The pilot test confirmed that

the items were clearly stated and gave an estimate of reli
ability .
The human

resources

evaluation questionnaire

yielded four scores for each participant.

(HREQ)

The scores were

determined by adding the items associated with each depen
dent variable and dividing by ten.

Table 4 shows the char

acteristics of each variable across all participants.
Table 4
Characteristics of the Dependent Variable Measures

Overall
Mean

Low
Score

High
Score

SD

Coeff.
Alpha

Context

3.51

1.60

4.90

.62

.70

Input

3.45

1.80

4.60

.61

.74

Process

3 .24

1.60

4.60

.65

.77

Product

3.67

1.70

4.80

.59

.70

Table 4 presents the general view of the way partici
pants perceived the evaluation information.

The scale of

measurement was on five-point Likert scale where
1 = important,
Product

and 5 = critical.

category

was

higher

The mean score for the

than the mean

score

of the

other categories with ratings ranging from 1.7 to 4.8 and a
standard deviation of .59.

For normal distributions sixty-
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eight percent of the ratings from participants fall within
one standard deviation from the mean.

Thus, a majority of

responses for the participants in this study were between
3.08 and 4.26, all clearly above the midpoint of the scale.
On the other hand,

the mean for the Process category was

lower that the means of the other categories, with ratings
ranging from 1.6 to 4.6 and a standard deviation of

.65.

That was an indication that the Process evaluation informa
tion was perceived to be relatively less important by par
ticipants .

Recall that reaction forms or process informa

tion is the most common form of HRD evaluation.
As

far

as

the

reliability

of

the

instrument,

the

Coefficient Alpha was the statistical procedure used to de
termine the reliability of the instrument

in this study.

The instrument was found to be very reliable for the four
evaluation

categories

with

the

highest

of

.77

for

the

Process category.
Test of Hypotheses
The data were analyzed primarily through the use of
the SPSS statistical program.
using the

reliability analysis,

and analysis of variance.

The data were examined by
correlation coefficient,

The following presents the sta

tistical analyses for the four hypotheses.
Hypothesis #1: The role of the audience in organiza
tions

influences

the

perceived

importance

of evaluation
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questions differently if the information is categorized as
Context information in the CIPP evaluation model.
The Context category provides evaluation information
related to goals, objectives, and needs.

The null hypothe

sis was tested by ANOVA one-way analysis of variance to see
if there was a difference between the four organizational
roles regarding the perceived importance of Context infor
mation.

The ANOVA yielded an F ratio of .486 with 3 and 69

degrees of freedom and a probability of .69.

Table 5 pre

sents the results of the analysis of variance.
Table 5
Analysis of Variance Summary for the Context Category

df

SS

MS

F

P

Between

3

.571

.190

.486

.69

Within

69

27 .00

.391

Based on these data, it was not possible to reject the
null hypothesis.
tional

roles

Thus,

did not

the data from the four organiza

support

the

first hypothesis.

In

other words, no evidence was found for differences between
the perceived importance of Context evaluation questions
based on the organizational roles of the audience.
Hypothesis #2:
tions

influences

the

The role of the audience in organiza
perceived

importance of evaluation
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questions differently if the information is categorized as
Input information in the CIPP evaluation model.
The Input category provides evaluation information re
lated to design, plans, and strategies.
null hypothesis,

To test the second

the same procedures were followed as for

the first hypothesis.

Table 6 presents the summary of the

analysis of variance.
Table 6
Analysis of Variance Summary for the Input Category

df

SS

MS

F

P

Between

3

.630

.210

.553

.65

Within

69

26.21

.379

As can be seen in Table 6, no significant relationship
was found.

The results yielded an F ratio of .553 with 3

and 69 degree df freedom and probability of .65.

In other

words, there was no significant difference between the per
ceived importance of information in the Input evaluation
category based on the organizational roles.
Hypothesis #3:
tions

influences

the

The role of the audience in organiza
perceived

importance

of evaluation

questions differently if the information is categorized as
Process information in the CIPP evaluation model.
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The Process category provides evaluation information
related to implementation,
ties.

materials,

and program activi

To test the third null hypothesis,

the same proce

dures were followed as for the other hypotheses.

Table 7

presents the summary of the analysis of variance regarding
the Process category.
Table 7
Analysis of Variance Summary for the Process Category

SS

MS

F

Between

3

.343

.114

.260

Within

69

30.38

.440

P
in
00

df

As can be seen in Table 7, no significant relationship
was found.

The results yielded an F ratio of .260 with 3

and 69 degree of freedom and probability of .85.

In other

words, there was no significant difference between the per
ceived importance of information in the Process evaluation
category based on the organizational roles.
Hypothesis #4:
tions

influences

the

The role of the audience in organiza
perceived

importance

of evaluation

questions differently if the information is categorized as
Product information in the CIPP evaluation model.
The Product category provides evaluation information
related to outcomes or results, achievement of objectives,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

and impact.

To test the forth null hypothesis,

the same

procedure was followed as for the other hypotheses.

Table

8 presents the summary of the analysis of variance regard
ing the Product category.
Table 8
Analysis of Variance Summary for the Product Category

MS

F

Between

3

.173

.057

.159

Within

69

24.98

.362

P
ro

SS

VO

df

As can be seen in Table 8, no significant relationship
was found.

The results yielded an F ratio of

.159 with 3

and 69 degree of freedom and probability of .92.

In other

words, there was no significant difference between the per
ceived importance of information in the Product evaluation
category based on the organizational roles.
Correlational Analysis

As discussed in the instrument characteristics,
rating were positive,

most

i.e., participants valued all evalua

tion information, but the question was do they differenti
ate between the types of information.

While there was no

significant difference among the four organizational roles
to support the research hypotheses, the correlation coeffi
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cients of the four categories yielded interesting results.
There was a high correlation among all ratings of evalua
tion questions

categories

which suggests

that the

participants perceived all information as related.

study

Table 9

presents the correlation coefficients regarding the
type of information.

Given that there was variance in the

assessment of importance,
larly interesting.

four

these correlations are particu

Persons who rated the need of informa

tion low in one category were likely to exhibit low infor
mation needs in all categories.
Table 9
Correlation Coefficients for the
Four Types of Information
Context
Context
Input
Process

Input

Process

Product

.73*

.69*

.71*

.68*

.59*
.64*

Product
* p < .0001

The correlation between the Context and Input category
questions was the highest with a correlation of .73, while
the correlation between the Input and Product questions had
the lowest correlation among all categories

.59.

All of
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the correlations were statistically significant with p <

.0001.
Summary of the Chapter
The results of the data analysis did not support the
hypotheses.
were

In other words,

found with

no significant

differences

respect to the importance of evaluation

questions with the four categories of the CIPP model based
on the organizational role.

There were significant high

correlations between the four evaluation categories indi
cating
equally
gories .

that

participants

important

perceived

irrespective

all

of the

information

CIPP

model

as

cate

Persons who found any information important were

likely to find all information important.
Participants value of information is not determined by
the type of information.

Ratings of the importance of any

kind of evaluation questions were co-variate with all other
kinds of evaluation questions.

Each of the dependent mea

sures had means above the midpoint of the five-point scale
indicating

a

positive

view

of

evaluation

questions.

Finally, the data analysis showed a respectable reliability
for the four categories in the HREQ instrument.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This study was designed to investigate the importance
of the focus of human resources evaluation questions re
lated to different audiences and clients.
research hypotheses was supported.

None of the four

Evidence was found of a

strong

interrelationship

among the

four dependent

vari

ables,

suggesting organizational participants rated ques

tions across the four categories in a systematic fashion.
Additionally,

the mean

rating

for the process

data

(the

data commonly obtained in current HRD evaluations) were the
lowest value.
This

chapter presents the conclusions of the study.

First, the current issues and problems that were discussed
in early chapters are reviewed.

Second,

the limitations

which includes the strengths and weaknesses of the study
are presented.
are suggested.

Third,

recommendations for future studies

Finally, the conclusions are presented.
Discussion of Findings

The problems of HRD evaluation identified in the early
chapters

provided the

rationale

for conducting this

re

search.

HRD evaluators tend to look almost exclusively at
56
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participants'

reactions and learning,

value for their efforts.

suggesting a common

They have utilized the partici

pant evaluation in an attempt to gauge the effectiveness of
their programs.

However, the evaluation literature focuses

on audience and client needs in program evaluation.

Both

of these contentions were brought into question by the re
sults of this study.
The

goal

of HRD

evaluators

should be to develop an

evaluation strategy which reflects the expectations of var
ious audiences rather than simply process evaluation.

The

evaluation strategy is a way of determining the worth and
merit of the HRD intervention to the different audiences
involved.

As was previously mentioned,

most HRD evalua

tions do not follow logical steps with respect to the de
sign and strategies,

so that they can fulfill the informa

tion needs of different audiences.
The CIPP evaluation model presented in this study pro
vided the strategy for carrying out this HRD evaluation re
search.

It is a decision-oriented model that focuses on

providing information to decision makers.

The four types

of evaluation are based on four types of decisions in edu
cation:
model

objectives,

provides

a

design,

balanced

delivery,
view

of

and

impact.

evaluation,

and

The
has

proven to be useful and practical for educational evalua
tion.

The model implies differences among the evaluation
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questions.

Yet the current data show no differences when

the questions are posed generally.
The results of the current study conducted within an
HRD framework,
by Nevo

are interestingly similar to those reported

(1974) in an educational environment.

Nevo

(1974)

did find that the different roles in education have either
influenced the importance or the availability of evaluation
information.

But his results were not across all roles.

The results presented in the previous chapter,

even

with no support for the research hypotheses, indicates that
HRD evaluators need to rethink their current emphasis on
process evaluation,

expanding their evaluation to include

context, input, and product information.
In discussing the implications of the results,

it is

important to note the unique aspects of the population from
which the

sample was drawn.

All participants were

in a

graduate level HRD program and role played the various or
ganizational audiences and clients.

Failure to use real

incumbents as participants may be the main weakness of the
study.
Limitations of the Study
Certain limitations of the study should be noted as
not to mislead others when considering similar research for
HRD evaluation.

The limitations will be discussed in terms
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of the design of the study,

the independent variable,

and

the dependent variables.
This study has merit and can serve as a useful guide
for others

interested in HRD evaluation due to the

fact

that it was based upon information collected from several
simulated HRD audiences,
and trainees.

i.e.,

CEOs,

managers,

trainers,

The generalization of the results, however,

are limited by a number of issues.

Limited generalization

is common practice in research and should not be seen as a
fatal flaw.
First,
size.

this

study

was

limited by

the

small

sample

The small size of the sample produced a very high

Type II error probability of .72 (Cohen, 1969).
Type

I error

searcher,

rate

is

the Type

While the

determined exclusively by the

re

II rate depends upon the size of the

sample among other factors.

The sensitivity desire and the

variance of the

in addition to other factors,

instrument

would have produced respectable power with a larger sample
size.
Although

restriction

of

the

sample

pool

from

HRD

courses protected the validity of the study, due to the fa
miliarity

of the

subjects

they were asked to assume,

with the organizational

roles

this procedure yielded too few

subjects.
Second, the simulation materials associated with orga
nizational roles might have been inadequate.

That is, the
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participants may have not reacted to the evaluation ques
tions as those who actually hold those positions in organi
zations.

When participants were told that they were in a

position to evaluate programs they might have perceived all
evaluation

information as important because of the

lated nature of the study.

simu

In contrast to real organiza

tional members who must actually respond to use the evalua
tion data for specific purposes.
whether

real

organizational

Therefore,

audiences

it is unknown

and clients

would

have provided ratings that would have resulted in the high
inter-correlations between the CIPP model measures as ob
served with the current participants.

However,

a design

with real role incumbents would have to control for contam
inating variables of company size, HRD history, type of or
ganization, etc., in order to produce valid results, a dif
ficulty addressed earlier.

The trade-off between sources

of contamination which limited generalization must be made
in the context of each piece of research.
Third,

perhaps the dependent variables were not con

sistent with the way real people think about evaluation.
This study was based upon the application of the CIPP eval
uation model.

The CIPP evaluation model was designed for

decision making in educational setting.

The decision situ

ations in the role simulations were not anchored to a spe
cific

program

Therefore,

or

to

a

specific

phase

of

the

program.

the HRD people may perceived all categories as
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important for their evaluation of various phases of a pro
gram.
Finally,

the changing of the scale measure of depen

dent variables in the instrument might be one of the weak
nesses of this study.
ment,

In the pilot version of the instru

the scale ranged from low importance to high impor

tance.

In the participant survey the scale ranged from im

portant to critical.
variance and thus,

The use of full scale increased the

may have masked differences.

The fre

quency of the scale point used in the participant survey
found that thirty-nine items used full scale and one item
used four points.

Thus, the change in scale clearly intro

duced more variability

in participant ratings.

But,

the

instrument had very good reliability that could serve as
guide to develop evaluation plans.
Recommendations for Future Research
The major finding of the study was the discovery of no
evidence that HRD organizational audiences and clients per
ceived the importance of the evaluation information differ
ently as it is categorized in the CIPP model.
lationships of the data were discovered.

However, re

The data showed

that there were high correlations between the four cate
gories

in the CIPP model,

categories

indicating that all evaluation

are perceived as systematically similar.

The

findings suggests that the HREQ instrument has high valid
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ity and reliability and thus could be utilized as planning
tool for HRD evaluation.
Future research is needed to determine what type of
information HRD evaluators

should include and present to

organizational audiences and clients.

This is particularly

important because HRD evaluators currently focus on process
evaluation,

yet this was perceived by the current partici

pants as the least important of the four CIPP categories.
Therefore,

it would be useful to replicate and refine this

study.
Future studies should include data collection from a
larger sample.

Studies with a larger samples may provide

additional information on HRD evaluation.
Future studies should also consider the substitution
of the CIPP evaluation model.
operationalized or tested

The CIPP model has not been

for HRD evaluation.

The CIPP

model was chosen for this study for its ability to catego
rized information and the comprehensiveness of that infor
mation.

While the outcomes for the CIPP categories did not

provide significant data for the study, the information ap
peared to be moderately important for all audiences.

The

use of another valid model may provide significant differ
ences based on HRD audiences.
Future studies should include data collected from HRD
incumbents employed by organizations with similar charac
teristics.

While the results of this study were based upon
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information provided in the role playing simulation,
ther research is needed with HRD incumbents.

fur

Such a design

would increase the generalizability of outcomes to the pop
ulation .
Conclusion
The purpose of the study was to investigate and ex
plore

the

extent

to

which

the

importance

of

evaluation

questions differ across HRD audiences and clients.
most research,

As with

this study identified additional questions

which should be investigated further.
This study provided an orientation to the evaluation
literature especially with respect to concepts of the for
mative/ •summative

evaluation,

the

merit/worth, and impact evaluation.

use

of

the

terms

It also introduced the

HRD evaluation models that have some deficiencies with re
gard to evaluation terminology and practice.

Therefore,

this study was important in its attempts to fill some of
the gaps in HRD evaluation and the types of questions HRD
evaluators work with by combining the evaluation literature
and the HRD practice.
This study was an attempt to find whether evaluations
have a different purpose for different audiences within the
HRD context.

It used a unique method of data collection

through the use of role playing simulation.

Investigations

using HRD incumbents should be conducted to examine the or
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ganizational roles and the perceived importance of evalua
tion information.
The results yielded no support for a relationship be
tween the organizational roles and the perceived importance
of different types of information.

However,

the results

suggests that HRD role participants perceived all informa
tion as important when its categorized in the CIPP model.
Further investigation with different model is recommended.
There were

some

limitations reported in this study.

In spite of its limitations such as sample size,
role simulation,
evaluation.

The

and the

the study provided new knowledge in HRD
questionnaire

developed

for this

study

might be a significant tool for planning HRD evaluations
because it clearly puts forth a series of questions which
might be used in evaluation.
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« T i t l e » « F N a m e » «LName>.

March, 1993

«Department»
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, Michigan 4 9008

Dear«Title» «LName»:

Because of your expert knowledge and understanding of the
CIPP

Evaluation

member

of

the

Model,
Content

I would

like you

Validity

Panel

to
to

serve

as

review

a

the

instrumentation for my doctoral dissertation research in
the Educational Leadership Department.
you

can

contribute

to

our

knowledge

By assisting me,
regarding

the

evaluation of Human Resource Development programs.
Your

assistance

in

greatly appreciated.
twenty minutes.

validating

the

instrument

will

be

The task should take no longer than

The results of the study will be available

to you, if you are interested.

Please indicate your desire

to review the results in your response.
I will call you in a few days.

If you agree to participate

I will

with you

set

up

an

appointment

questionnaire to you at that time.

and

deliver

the

Thank you

Sincerely,

Fahad Al-Ruwaished
Doctoral Candidate

Mary Anne Bunda, Ph.D.
Dissertation Chair
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Human Resources & Evaluation Questionnaire

This questionnaire is designed to determine your opinion
about the types of questions that are relevant to the CIPP
evaluation

model.

describing

various

useful

Following
types

of

is

a

list

information

of

statements

that

might

be

for HRD practitioners to evaluate their efforts.

Please

read

each

statement

and

express

regarding the CIPP evaluation model.

your

opinion

For each statement

of information, circle the letter facing the question in a
category

(Context,

Input, Process, or Product)

is a good evaluation question.
placed

in two

categories

or that

only if it

Any item that would be
in your opinion would

yield irrelevant data should be crossed out.
Aspect of
Evaluation
1.

Information about trainees needs,
that would help to determine how
well the program is responding to
these needs.

2.

Information about any prerequisites
required of trainees or staff?

3.

Information on how the prerequisites
effect the selection of trainees.

4.

Information about professional
aspirations of trainees that would
help to prepare them better for
their future roles.

5.

Information about what was included
in the planned program?

C

I

P

P

C

I

P

P
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Aspect of
Evaluation
6.

Information on how did this
information compare to similar
programs in other institutions?

C

I

P

P

7.

Information about what materials
were specified during planning and
development? Were these materials a
major concern of the program?

C

I

P

P

8.

Information about what group was
the program targeted? How were
these groups identified?

C

I

P

P

9.

Information on how many participants
was the program designed to serve?

C

I

P

P

10.

Information about what personnel
resources were available for the
program? How were the personnel
chosen?

C

I

P

P

11.

Information about how well were the
physical facilities suited to the
needs of the program?

C

I

P

P

12. Information about the appropriateness
of learning, resources provided to
trainees during the program.

C

I

P

P

13.

Information about the merit of
various evaluation methods, that
would improve the evaluation system
of the HRD program.

C

I

P

P

14.
•

Information about the objectives of
the program? How these objectives
stated/ Do they cover all aspects
of the program? Can they be applied?

C

I

P

P

15.

Information about staff needs and
priorities, that would help acquire
funds for staff development.

C

I

P

P
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Aspect of
Evaluation
16.

Information about what activities
occur during instruction?

C

I

P

P

17.

Information on how are the
activities tied to the program?

C

I

P

P

18.

Information about trainees achievement,
that would help to evaluate the
effectiveness of the HRD staff.

C

I

P

P

19. Information about how the materials
related to the instructional objectives
of the program?

C

I

P

P

20. Information about the objectives of
various subjects that been offered,
that would help assess the merit of
the HRD goals.

C

I

P

P

21. Information about
teaching style of
into the program?
effective for the

C

I

P

P

22. Information about the relative
importance of program objectives,
that would help to determine what
curriculum is best suited to meet
these objectives.

C

I

P

P

23. Information about what outside
classroom activities are included
as a part of the program/ How are
these outside classroom activities
related to in classroom activities?

C

I

P

P

24. Information about how are trainees
evaluation results reported? Are
these reports verbal or written?

C

I

P

P

25. What information do clients receive
on trainee evaluation?

C

I

P

P

how does the
each trainer £it
What seem most
program?
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Aspect of
Evaluation
26.

Information on how is evaluation
communicated?

C

I

P

27.

Is there any form of instructor
evaluation in the program? How does
it occur? How are the results used?

C

28.

Information on what type of
supervision is provided by superiors?

C

I

P

P

29. Information on how do instructors
react to supervision? Is the data
used as a means of instructor
improvement or as an assessment
of merit?

C

I

P

P

30. Information about priorities in
staff development, that would help
to develop a better in service
training program.

C

I

P

P

31. Do assessments of the program and
it's performance occur periodically?

C

I

P

P

32. Information on what level do
assessment occur? Is it voluntary
or required?

C

I

P

P

33. Information about the strengths and
weaknesses of the staff to help
assess their competence as educators.

C

I

P

P

34. Information about the achievements
of each trainee during the process
of his/her learning, that will help
to direct them to the appropriate
instructional materials that will
remedy the gap.

C

I

P

P

I

P

P

P
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Aspect of
Evaluation
35. Information about trainees'
achievement, that would allow
trainer to provide them with
meaningful feedback regarding
their progress in studies.

C

I

P

36. Information about what gains
in knowledge have occurred?
How rapidly did these gains occur?
Which of theses gains fulfilled
program objectives?

C

I

P

37. Information about what attitudes
have changed as a result of the
program?

C

I

P

38. Information on how did attitudes
effect program development and
operation?

C

I

P

39. Information about how do program
participants and outside specialists
assess various parts of the
program? What is their judgment
on program worth?

C

I

P

40. Information about the main needs of
trainees that would help to improve
the ability to respond to the
needs of the individual trainee.

C

I

P

41. Information about the academic
aptitudes of trainees that would
help to assess their educational
accomplishments.

C

I

P

42. Information about the reasons
trainees take HRD programs, that
would help to better understand
trainees motivation.

C

I

P
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Aspect of
Evaluation
43. Information about the trainees'
main reason for taking courses
that would help to assess their
educational motivation.

C

I

P

44. Information about the relative
importance of the objectives of
the HRD programs, that would help
to develop the final evaluation
of the programs.

C

I

P

45. Information about the specific
achievement of each trainee, that
could serve as a basis for individual
assignment.

C

I

P

46. Information about the efficiency in
using AV equipment, that would help
the utilization of facilities.

C

I

P

47. Information about HRD priorities
in the community, that would help
to increase the responsiveness to
community needs.

C

I

P

48. Information about what new technical
skills were acquired? To which area
of the program were they related?

C

I

P

Thank You For Your Time!
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« T i t l e » « F N a m e » «LName>.

March, 1993

«Department»
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, Michigan 4 9008
Dear«Title» «LName»:
My name is Fahad Al-Ruwaished.
at

Western

Leadership
Development

Michigan
program

I am a Doctoral Candidate

University

with

(HRD).

I

an

in

emphasis

have

chosen

the
in

Educational

Human

to

Resource

research

the

importance of the evaluation questions and the information
related to different clients and audiences.
I would
from

like to ask your permission to include

your

class

instrumentation.

EDLD

« »

The

for

the

students

in

pilot
your

students

test

class

of
will

the
be

assigned an HRD role (Trainees, HRD staff, HRD managers, or
CEO) . They will then

fill out a questionnaire about the

importance of evaluation questions.
At no point will any individual be identified.
information

they

provide

will

be

anonymous.

Thus, the
I

would

appreciate it if you could give me twenty minutes from your
class during the Winter Semester to conduct this study.
I will contact you soon to discuss this with you.

Sincerely,

Fahad Al-Ruwaished
Doctoral Candidate

Mary Anne Bunda, Ph.D.
.

Dissertation Chair
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Script

Dear Student:

My name is Fahad Al-Ruwaished. I am a Doctoral Candidate at
Western Michigan University in the Educational Leadership
program with an emphasis in Human Resources Development and
my advisor is Dr. Mary Anne Bunda 7-3031. I have chosen to
research the importance of the evaluation questions and the
information related to different clients and audience.
would like to ask

your permission to participate

I

in the

pilot test of my study.
At

no

point

identified

in

and

your
you

response

have

the

will

right

any
not

individual

to

be

participate.

Thus, the information you provide will be anonymous.
Before distributing the questionnaire,
divided into four groups.
HRD role

the class will be

Each group will be assigned an

(Trainee, HRD staff, HRD manager, or CEO).

I would like you to read your simulation role.
will

fill

put

a

questionnaire

about

the

evaluation questions according to your role.

First,

Second, you

importance

of

The task will

take no longer than twenty minutes of your time.

If you

have any question, please feel free to ask.
Thank You
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Clarification of Role Plavlng Simulation

1. Was the Role Play Simulation material clear for your HRD role?
Yes

O

No

o

If you answer no.

Please indicate where was the problem

and how in your opinion it can be improved:

2. Was the Language of the material easy to understand?
Yes

O

No

If you answer no.

O
Please indicate which part of the

simulation language was hard for you to understand:

3. What was your overall concern about the Role Playing
Simulation?
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Human Resources & Evaluation Questionnaire

This questionnaire is designed to depict your opinion on
the importance of evaluation questions and information
regarding the HRD & evaluation.
Following is a list of
statements describing various types of information that
might be useful for HRD practitioners to evaluate their
efforts.
Please for each statement of information:
A)
B)
C)

Indicate the relative importance of each
statement to you as it applies to your HRD
programs.
Write next to each statement if you can not
understand the language of the question
Circle words that you are not familiar with
or it seems unclear to you.

Aspect of
Evaluation

Low

High
Importance

1.

Information about trainees needs,
that would help to determine how
well the program is responding to
these needs.

1 2

3

4

5

2.

Information about trainees
achievement, that would help to
evaluate the effectiveness of
the HRD staff.

1 2

3

4

5

3.

Information about what was
included in the planned program?

1 2

3

4

5

4.

Information about how well were
the physical facilities suited
to the needs of the program?

1 2

3

4

5

5.

Information about any prerequisites
required of trainees or staff?

1 2

3

4

5

6.

Information about how are trainees
evaluation results reported? Are
these reports verbal or written?

1 2

3

4

5

7.

Information on'how did this
program compared to similar
programs in other institutions?

1 2

3

4

5
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Aspect of
Evaluation
8.

Information about the
appropriateness of learning
resources provided to
trainees during the program.

9.

Information about professional
aspirations of trainees, that
would help to prepare them better
for their future roles.

Low

High
Importance

1 2

3

4

5

1 2

3

4

5

10. What information do clients
receive on trainee evaluation?

1 2

3

4

5

11.

Information about what materials
were specified during planning and
development? Were these materials
a major concern of the program?

1 2

3

4

5

12.

Information about what activities
occur during instruction?

1 2

3

4

5

13.

Information about what group was
the program targeted? How were
these groups identified?

1 2

3

4

5

14.

Information about the achievements
of each trainee during the process
of his/her learning, that will help
to direct them to the appropriate
instructional materials that will
remedy the gap.

1 2

3

1 2

3

4

5

3

4

5

•

15. Information on how many participants
was the program designed to serve?
16. Information about how does the
teaching style of,each trainer fit
into the program? What seem most
effective for the program?
17.

Information about staff needs and
priorities, that would help acquire
funds for staff development.

1 2

1 2

3

4

4
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80
Aspect of
Evaluation

Low

High
Importance

18. Information about trainees'
achievement, that would allow
trainer to provide them with
meaningful feedback regarding
their progress in studies.

1

19. Information about what personnel
resources were available for the
program? How were the personnel
chosen?

2

3

4

£

1 2

3

4

5

20. Information about what outside
classroom activities are include
as a part of the program/ How are
these outside classroom activities
related to in classroom activities?

1 2

3

4

5

21.

Information about the main needs
of trainees that would help to
improve the ability to respond to
the needs of the individual trainee.

1 2

3

4

5

22.

Information about what gains in
knowledge have occurred? How
rapidly did these gains occur?
Which of theses gains fulfilled
program objectives?

1 2

3

4

5

23. Information' about the merit of
various evaluation methods, that
would improve the evaluation
system of the HRD program.

1 2

3

4

5

24. Is there any form of instructor
evaluation in the program? How
does it occur? How are the
results used?

1 2

3

4

5

25. Information about the reasons
trainees take HRD programs, that
would help -to better understand
trainees motivation.

1 2

3

4

5
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Aspect of
Evaluation

Low

High
Importance

26.

Information about what attitudes
have changed as a result of the
program?

1 2

3

27.

Information about the objectives
of the program? How these
objectives stated/ Do they
cover all aspects of the program?
Can they be applied?

1 2

3

4

5

28.

Information on what type of
supervision is provided by
superiors?

1 2

3

4

5

29.

Information about the trainees'
main reason for taking courses
that would help to assess their
educational motivation.

1 2

3

4

5

30.

Information about how do program
participants and outside
specialists assess various parts
of the program? What is their
judgment on program worth?

1

31.

Information about how the materials
related to the instructional
objectives of the program?

1 2

32.

Information on how do instructors
react to supervision? Is the data
used as a means of instructor
improvement or as an assessment
of merit?

1

33.

Information about the relative
importance of the objectives of
the HRD programs, that would help
to develop the final evaluation
of the programs.

1

2

3

4

5

4

5

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5
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Aspect of
Evaluation

Low

High
Importance

34. Information about the specific
achievement of each trainee, that
could serve as a basis for
individual assignment.

1 2

3

4

5

35. Information about the relative
importance of program objectives,
that would help to determine what
curriculum is best suited to meet
these objectives.

1 2

3

4

5

36. Information on how did attitudes
affect program development and
operation?

1 2

3

4

5

37. Information about HRD priorities
in the community, that would help
to increase the responsiveness to
community needs.

1

38. Information about what new
technical skills were acquired?
To which area of the program
were they related?

2

3

4

5

1 2

3

4

5

39. Information about priorities in
staff development, that would help
to develop a better in-service
training program.

1 2

3

4

5

40. Information about the efficiency
in using AV equipment, that would
help the utilization of facilities.

1 2

3

4

5

Thank You For Your Time!
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Human, Res ourca s

Evaluation Questionnaire

This questionnaire is designed to depict your opinion on
the

importance

of evaluation

questions and information

regarding the HRD & evaluation.

Following is a list of

statements describing various types of information that
might be useful for HRD practitioners to evaluate their
efforts.

For

each

statement

of

information,

please

indicate the relative importance for the statement as it
applies to your HRD programs.
Aspect of
Evaluation
1.

Information about traineesU
needs, that would help to
determine how well the program
is responding to these needs.

2.

Information about traineesU
achievement, that would help to
evaluate the effectiveness of
the HRD staff.

3.

Important

Critical

1 2

3

4

5

1 2

3

4

5

Information about what was
included in the planned program?

1 2

3

4

5

4.

Information about how the
physical facilities were suited
to the needs of the program?

1

3

4

5

5.

Information about any prerequisites
required of trainees or staff?

1 2

3

4

5

6.

Information about how are traineeUs
evaluation results were reported?
Were these reports verbal or written?

1 2

3

4

5

7.

Information about how this
program compares to similar
programs in other institutions?

1 2

3

4

5

2
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Aspect of
Evaluation

Important

Critical

8.

Information about the
appropriateness of learning
resources provided to
trainees during the program.

1

2

3

4

5

9.

Information about professional
aspirations of trainees, that
would help to prepare them better
for their future roles.

1

2

3

4

5

10. Information about how trainees
evaluated the programs.

1

2

3

4

5

11. Information about what materials
were specified during planning and
development? Were these materials
a major concern of the program?

1

2

3

4

5

12. Information about what activities
occur during instruction?

1

2

3

4

5

13. Information about which group the
program was targeted at? How were
these groups identified?

1

2

3

4

5

14. Information about the achievements
of each trainee during the process
of his/her learning, that will help
to direct them to the appropriate
instructional materials.

1

2

3

4

5

15. Information on how many participants
was the program designed to serve?

1 2

4

5

4

5

3

Remember your role is [Name of role located here]
16. Information about how the teaching
style of each trainer fits into the
program? What seem most effective
for the program?

1 2

3
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Aspect of
Evaluation

Important

Critical

17. Information about staff needs
and priorities, that would help
acquire funds for staff development.
18. Information about trainees'
achievement.
19. Information about what personnel
resources were available for the
program? How were the personnel
chosen?
20. Information about what outside
classroom activities are included
as a part of the program/ How are
these outside classroom activities
related to in classroom activities?
21. Information about the main needs
of trainees that would help to
improve the ability to respond to
the needs of the individual trainee.
22. Information about what gains in
knowledge have occurred? How
rapidly did these gains occur?
Which of these gains fulfilled
program objectives?
23. Information about the merit of
various evaluation methods, that
would improve the evaluation
system of the HRD program.
24. Is there any form of instructor
evaluation in the program? How
does it occur? How are the
results used?
25. Information about the reasons
trainees take HRD programs, that
would help to better understand
trainees motivation.
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Aspect of
Evaluation

Important

26. Information about which work
attitudes have changed as a
result of the program?

1 2

27. Information about the objectives
of the program? How these
objectives are stated/ Do they
cover all aspects of the program?

1

28. Information on what type of
supervision is provided by
superiors?
29. Information about the trainees'
main reason for taking courses
that would help to assess their
educational motivation.

Critical
3

4

5

3

4

5

1 2

3

4

5

1 2

3

4

5

2

Remember your Role is [Name of role located here]
30. Information about how program
participants and outside
specialists assess various parts
of the program? What is their
judgment on program worth?

1 2

3

4

5

31. Information about how the materials
related to the instructional
objectives of the program?

1 2

3

4

5

32. Information on how instructors
react to supervision? Is the data
used as a means of instructor
improvement or as an assessment
of merit?

1

3

4

5

33. Information about the relative
importance of the objectives of
the HRD programs.

1 2

3

4

5

2
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Aspect of
Evaluation

Important

34. Information about the specific
achievement of each trainee,
that could serve as a basis
for individual assignment.

Critical

1 2

3

4

5

39. Information about priorities in
staff development, that would help
to develop a better in-service
training program.

1 2

3

4

5

40. Information about the efficiency
in using AV equipment, that would
help the utilization of facilities.

1

4

5

35. Information about the relative
importance of program objectives,
that would help to determine what
curriculum is best suited to meet
these objectives.
36. Information on how did attitudes
affect program development and
operation?
37. Information about HRD priorities
in the community, that would help
to increase the responsiveness to
community needs.
38. Information about what new
technical skills were acquired?
To which area of the program
were they related?

2.3

Thank You For Your Time!
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Role. P laving Simulation

Organizational Role:

CEO

Organization:

Corporation of a Fortune 500
located in North America.

Subject:

HRD Evaluation

Responsibility: Take the challenge of leading a Corporation
of more than five hundred employees including Human
Resources Department (HRD). The HRD is responsible for all
elements of the company's human resources programs with its
business strategy including: recruitment, orientation,
training and development at all levels.
Rating T a s k : In 1992 the HRD department has presented a
variety of programs for top management, middle management,
and new employees. The purpose of the programs was to
develop managerial skills and improve efficiency.
As you know the company is cutting 30% of the budget for
human resources department next year.
Therefore, the new
philosophy of the department is to evaluate the HRD
programs at the highest level possible, without allowing
the evaluation process cost to exceed potential benefits.
Practical application of this philosophy ensures efficient
evaluation utilization.
The evaluation process is designed
to: (1) Determine the impact of training programs on
business objectives, and (2) Improve Corporate Training
programs and their impact on employee development.
Attached is an evaluation questionnaire designed to depict
your opinion related to our HRD programs and what type of
information is more important from your perspective.
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Role. Playing-Simulation

Organizational Role:

HRD Manager

Organization:

Corporation of a Fortune .500
located in North America.

Subject:

HRD Evaluation

R e s p o n s i b i l i t y : Take the challenge of leading Human
Resources Department (HRD) in aligning all elements of the
company's human resources programs with its business
strategy including: recruitment, orientation, training and
development at all levels. Develop long and short-term
strategies covering these areas.
You have about twenty
staff in your department.
Rating T a s k : In 1992 the HRD department has presented over
two hundred programs in such areas as retirement planning,
computer capability,
and stress management for top
management, middle management, and new employees.
The
purpose of the programs was to develop managerial skills
and to improve efficiency.
As you know the company is cutting 30% of the budget for
the human resources department next year.
Therefore, the
new philosophy is to evaluate our HRD programs without
allowing the evaluation process cost to exceed potential
benefits.
Practical application of this philosophy ensures
efficient evaluation utilization. The evaluation process is
designed to: (1) Determine the impact of training programs
on business objectives, and (2) Improve Corporate Training
programs and their impact on employee development.
But we
need information from people who managed the programs.
Attached is an evaluation questionnaire designed to depict
your opinion related to our HRD programs and what type of
information is more important from your perspective.
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Role. Elaid.ng-Simula.tlon
Organizational Role:

HRD Trainer

Organization:

Corporation of a Fortune 500
located in North America.

Subject:

HRD Evaluation

Responsibility: Assess needs for HRD programs.
Design and
deliver
t r aining
programs
for
all
levels
of
the
organization based on needs.
For instance, you designed
the supplemental retirement program and delivered a three
hours hands-on computer training session for all sales
personnel.
Rating Task: In 1992 the HRD department has presented a
variety of programs for top management, middle management,
and new employees.
The purpose of the programs was to
develop managerial skills and to improve efficiency.
As you know the company is cutting 30% of the budget for
the human resources department next year.
Therefore, the
new philosophy is to evaluate our HRD programs without
allowing the evaluation process cost to exceed potential
benefits. Practical application of this philosophy ensures
efficient evaluation utilization. The evaluation process is
designed to: (1) Determine the impact of training programs
on business objectives, and (2) Improve Corporate Training
programs and their impact on employee development.
But we
need information from people who deliver the programs.
Attached is an evaluation questionnaire designed to depict
your opinion related to our HRD programs and what type of
information is more important from your perspective.
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Role Plavlnq Simulation
Organizational Role:

Trainee

Organization:

Corporation of a Fortune 500
located in North America.

Subject:

HRD Evaluation

As a former participant in our Human Resource programs, and
since you have had time to reflect on the program as a
whole and attempted to put it into practice.
We believe
you would be a good source of advice for the evaluation of
the program.
We need your opinion regarding several
aspects of the program.
Rather than saying how well you
liked the program you attended, please tell us how we
should look at all programs to reflect the trainee point of
view.
Training History: You have attended two different training
sessions in the last year. Session one explained the new
supplemental retirement deduction program.
Session two was
hands- on practice with a new computer software package in
your department.
The new philosophy of our department is to evaluate our HRD
programs without allowing the evaluation process cost to
exceed potential benefits.
Practical application of this
philosophy ensures efficient evaluation utilization.
The
evaluation process is designed to: (1) Determine the impact
of training programs on business objectives, and (2)
Improve Corporate Training programs and their impact on
employee development.
But we need specific information
from people who experienced a training module. Please take
a few minutes to think about the entire program and give us
your opinion.
This information will be very helpful to us
in planning future sessions.
Attached is an evaluation questionnaire designed to depict
your opinion related to our HRD programs and what type of
information is more important from your perspective.
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« T i t l e » « F N a m e » « L Name> .

March, 1993

«Department»
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, Michigan 4 9008

Dear«Title» «LName»:
My name is Fahad Al-Ruwaished.
at

Western

Leadership
Development

Michigan
program
(HRD).

I am a Doctoral Candidate

University

with
I

an

in

emphasis

have

the

Educational

in Human

chosen

to

Resource

research

the

importance of the evaluation questions and the information
related to different clients and audiences.
I would

like to ask your permission to include

from your class EDLD « »
your

class

staff,

will

be

HRD managers,

in my study.

assigned an HRD

role

students

The students in
(Trainees,

HRD

or CEOs) . They will then fill out a

questionnaire about the importance of evaluation questions.
I will brief them about this area of HRD evaluation if you
are interested.
At no point will any individual be identified.
information

they

provide

will

be

anonymous.

Thus, the
I would

appreciate it if you could give me twenty minutes from your
class during the Winter Semester to conduct this study.

Sincerely,

Fahad Al-Ruwaished

Mary Anne Bunda, Ph.D.

Doctoral Candidate

Dissertation Chair
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Script

Dear Student:

My name is Fahad Al-Ruwaished. I am a Doctoral Candidate at
Western Michigan University in the Educational Leadership
program with an emphasis in Human Resources Development and
my advisor is Dr. Mary Anne Bunda 7-3031. I have chosen to
research the importance of the evaluation questions and the
information related to different clients and audience.
would

like

to

ask

your permission to participate

I

in my

study.
At

no

point

identified

in

and

your
you

response

have

the

will

right

any
not

individual

to

be

participate.

Thus, the information you provide will be anonymous.
Before distributing the questionnaire,
divided into four groups.

the class will be

Each group will be assigned an

HRD role (Trainee, HRD staff, HRD manager, or CEO).
I would like you to read your simulation role.
will

fill

out

a

questionnaire

about

the

evaluation questions according to your role.

First,

Second, you

importance

of

The task will

take no longer than twenty minutes of your time.

If you

have any question, please feel free to ask.
Thank You
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W

estern

Date:

January 2 2 , 1993

To:

Fahad Al-Ruwaished

From:

M . M ichele Burnette, Chair

Re:

H S IR B

M ic h ig a n

u n iv e r s it y

Project N um ber 9 3 -0 1 -1 9

This letter will serve as confirmation that your research protocol, "Human resources and
evaluation: Clients and audience perspectives" has been approved under the exempt category of
review by the HSiRB. The conditions and duration of this approval are specified in the Policies
of W estern Michigan University. You may now begin to implement the research as described in
the approval application.
You must seek reapproval for any changes in this design. You must also seek reapproval if the
project extends beyond the termination date.
The Board wishes you success in the pursuit of your research goals.

Approval Termination:

xc:

January 22, 1994

Bunda, University Assessment
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